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PROJECT REPORT ^ ^ \ OV>e 


TO: J. T. KASSEL, Chief 

Office of Planning and Design 


FROM: NORMAN KELLEY, District 4 

District Director ~ ' “ Date 

(for Policy) 


M. E. HARDIN 

Deputy District Director Date 

(for Engineering) 

Project Development 


INTRODUCTION 

It is proposed to provide a one-way couplet in Sebastopol on 
Route 116 by adding existing City streets to the State highway 







system to reduce traffic congestion. The contract construction 
cost is estimated to be $90,000 to be funded from the Minor A 
HB 44 Program in the 1982-83 Fiscal Year. 

A Special P.A.R. covering this proposal was approved by the 
B.R.C. on March 16, 1982, as stated in the approval memorandum 
dated March 19, 1982. 
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PROJECT CATEGORY 


The Project is Category 2 - Minor since Route Adoption procedures 
are required to add City streets to the State highway. The 
Project Development Procedure will follow Category 5 steps since 
the City's efforts have already addressed needs, alternatives, 
effects and this recommended solution. Category 5 procedure will 
also allow the expeditious delivery of the project. 

rh * C-fi r, r /"/« i £■* <z/cr < r ,/• ~ 

Crb c /, F^rr'-Vti G e. n ^ _ 

BACKGROUND 


Two State Highways, Routes 12 and 116, traverse the City of 
Sebastopol and they intersect in the Central Business District. 
The two highways along with Bodega Road (a westerly extension of 
Route 12) serve as the principle arterial streets in the 
community and to its service area. Although the population of 
Sebastopol is only about 4,600, an additional 20,000 people 
outside of the City utilize Sebastopol for business and shopping 
purposes. The highways are also major routes to the Russian 
River and Sonoma County coastal recreation area. 

Congestion problems in downtown Sebastopol, caused by two State 
Highways through the City, have long been recognized. A 4-8 lane 
freeway on new alignment bypassing the downtown area to the east 
was carried in the Needs Inventory for many years. In 1975 this 
proposal was downscoped to a 2-lane bypass within expressway 
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right-of-way as part of the" McKinsey" Cost Effectiveness Study. 
$12 million was carried in the 1977 Section 188.8 Needs Estimate 
for this downscoped bypass. During the 1981 Section 188.8 Need 



was evaluated, and the expressway was further downscoped to a 
one-way couplet system estimated at $600,000. 

The City of Sebastopol officials acknowledged that funding for a 
major project to reduce the traffic congestion in the Central 
Business District by a freeway or other bypass highway cannot be 
realized in the foreseeable future. Consequently, in 1978, the 
City retained the firm of TJKM Transportation Consultants to make 
a detailed study of existing traffic conditons in and near the 
City of Sebastopol and furnish alternative recommendations to 
improve traffic flow.• The project was undertaken in cooperation 
with the State of California Business and Transportation Agency, 
Office of Traffic Safety; the National Highway Safety 
Administration and the U. S. Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway 'Administration. 

The TJKM City of Sebastopol Traffic System Study was presented to 
the City in July 1978. A Public Hearing on the Study was held on 
September 18, 1978, where alternative courses of action were 


addressed. The City Council voted 4-0 (one abstained because of 
conflict of interest) to approve the one-way concept on both 
Routes 12 and 116 as covered in the Study. The City, by letter 
dated October 4, 1978, to Caltrans requested the implementation 
of a one-way street system at the earliest possible date as 
detailed in Resolution No. 3042 (Exhibit 3). 

A thorough analysis by Caltrans of the proposal followed. It was 
concluded that a north-south one-way couplet should be 
implemented and its operations evaluated before implementing the 
east-west couplet. The north-south one-way couplet would be a 
major project in order to bring the City streets up to State 
standards. Since it is a Caltrans policy to require local roads 
to be brought up to State standards before they can be adopted 
into the State Highway System and the project was considered to 
be cost effective even at the higher cost, the Sonoma County 
Board of Supervisors recommended inclusion of this project in the 
State Transportation Improvement Program as a cooperative project 
as covered in their Resolution No. 6318 (Exhibit 6). The project 
subsequently was recommended for inclusion in the 1980 Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program for construction in the 
1980-81 Fiscal Year by the City's letter to MTC (Exhibit 5). MTC 
authorized inclusion of this project in the RTIP for local funds 
only (Exhibit 6). The CTC did not include this project in the 
STIP. 

The Project Development Team meeting of September 24, 1980, 
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summarized the status of the project at that time (Exhibit 7). 

The project has been in limbo since that meeting until District 
Director John West's meeting with Mayor Anderson and City Manager 
Davis on November 6, 1981. Commitments were made at the meeting 
that Caltrans was very supportive of the one-way couplet concept 
and will make every effort to effect its implementation 
conditioned on City participation in funding and acceptance of 
continued maintenance of Petaluma Avenue and McKinley Street. 

Interagency coordination has been established with MTC, FHWA, 

City of Sebastopol, Sonoma County, Petaluma and Santa Rosa 
Railroad, and the California PUC. 

Economically disadvantaged, handicapped and transit-dependent 
communities have not been specifically contacted. There are 
adequate facilities for pedestrian and for non-motorized vehicles 
that will not be affected by the project. The opportunity -Cc\r 

public input has been afforded to all of the commmunity in formal 
hearings and in'public meetings. 

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING FACILITY 


Existing Route 116 in the project limits is a typical City street 
that is about 50' wide curb to curb through most of its length. 


The Petaluma and Santa Rosa Railroad has operating tracks in the 
center of the roadway. The railroad operates one round trip a 
day northerly of Burnett Street. Left turn lanes are predominant 
in the track area. Route 116 is locally known as North Main 
Street from Healdsburg Avenue to Sebastopol Road {Route 12) then 

South Main Street to its junction with Petaluma Avenue then 

(y-T<X. S yV'-' £*! 4 

-Pet-adrmrta- Av e nu e—to the southerly City limits. It is a 
conventional highway with two way traffic, one lane in each 
direction with curb parking and left turn lanes. 

The two City streets proposed to be added to the State Highway 
are McKinley Street from North Main Street to Petaluma Avenue and 
Petaluma Avenue from McKinley Street to its junction with South 
Main Street. These are both typical City streets that are 38* to 
40' wide curb to curb; Petaluma Avenue is nearly parallel to 
North and South Main Streets and is a block to the east of 
existing Route 116. 

A materials report was prepared and an evaluation was made for 
the structural adequacy of the roadbed of the City streets that 
will be required before Caltrans will accept the street for 
maintenance. McKinley Street and Petaluma Avenue are in fair 
condition and the streets are asphalt concrete surfacing. Storm 
drainage systems exist in the City streets; however, the adequacy 
of the system has not been assessed. 

Both Routes 12 and 116 in the project limits are on the Federal 
Aid Primary system. Federal approval will be required. 
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TRAFFIC DATA 


The project is a Traffic System Management (TSM) solution to the 
NOW need to reduce congestion in Sebastopol's Central Business 
Disrtrict. The usual traffic forecasting is not required because 
this is a short term solution that is not intended to provide 
capacity for significant growth. Traffic volumes and operating 
conditions were assessed in the noted 1978 Traffic System Study 
(TSS) by TJKM and Caltrans has prepared a traffic analysis and 
supplemental traffic analysis in October 1979 and April 1980, 
respectively. Peak period traffic operations; AM, Midday, and 
PM; were the focus of evaluation at major intersections 
(Exhibits 8 & 9). 


The 1980 Traffic Volumes booklet prepared by Caltrans indicates 
2,200 Peak Hour, 20,000 Peak Month ADT and 17,000 AADT North of 
toute 12 and 2,050 Peak Hour, 18,800 Peak Month ADT and 15,900 
AADT south of Route 12. These data are not available on Petaluma 
\Avenue; however, average weekday 2-way counts were 6,000 as 
stated in the TSS. Traffic counts are included in Caltrans 
Traffic Operations Report (Exhibits 8 & 9). Sebastopol and 
-Hossf ra Cou n t y claim ADT is 40,000 VPD (Exhibits 5 



Os* 



Accident data for the three year period 01-01-79 through 12-31-81 
were obtained from TASAS. On the 0.3 mile portion of Route 12 
(Sebastopol Avenue), there were 61 accidents with 15 injuries and 
no fatalities. Of the 61 accidents, 57 of these (83%) involved 
another vehicle(s). The accident rate is 11.75 ACCIDENTS per MVM 
which is 450% of the statewide average of 2.59 ACC/MVM. The one 
mile portion of Route 116 in the project area experienced 133 
accidents with 32 injuries and no fatalities. Of the 133 
accidents, 120 involved another vehicle(s). The accident rate for 
Route 116 is 7.47 ACC/MVM which is 225% more than the expected 
rate of 3.29 ACC/MVM. It is expected that the accident rates 
will decrease as the traffic is redistributed. This will be part 
of the post project evaluation that will be made to determine if 
the couplet should remain in the State highway system. Accident 
detail records are in-the project file. 

DEFICIENCIES AND JUSTIFICATION 


The problem that: this project addresses is traffic congestion 
that exists in the Central Business District in Sebastopol that 
affects the State highways and the intersecting City streets. 

The major traffic congestion point in the City occurs at the 
intersection of Main Street and Sebastopol Avenue - Bodega Road. 
During the evening peak hour, traffic backs up for both the 


-4a- 




through and left turn movements. This congestion occurs on 
weekends as well as during the normal weekday period. Turning 
vehicles are blocked by through traffic in the intersection. One 
vehicle was observed to wait four signal cycles before completing 
the turn. 

The reason for this congestion is two-fold. First, the streets 
are not wide enough to accommodate four lanes of traffic, plus 
left turn storage lanes on both streets, and secondly, virtually 
all of the arterial street traffic in Sebastopol must pass 
through this intersection. 

The congestion also has a direct effect upon the very large 
volume of truck traffic. The Main Street and Sebastopol Avenue 
intersection width restrictions require trucks to use two lanes 
in order to make the turn. Under non-congested conditions, this 
maneuver can be accomplished easily. However with congestion, 
the truck driver has a real problem in negotiating the turn. It 
is not unusual for trucks to ride over the curb onto the sidewalk 
in making a turn under congested traffic conditions. 

A potential problem caused by the congestion is the inability for 
ambulances or similiar emergency vehicles to reach accidents 




occurring west of Sebastopol. While this has not yet been an 
actual problem, residents of the area are concerned about the 
potential. 

Another traffic congestion point is the intersection of 
Sebastopol Avenue at Petaluma Avenue where the geometries and 
traffic volume on Sebastopol Avenue make it difficult for the 
cross traffic to enter the intersection. Traffic signals are 
already warranted (Exhibt 18). Three warrant-jj»s are satisfied: 
1. Minimum Vehiclular Volume; 2. Interruption of continous 
traffic and; 3. Accident experience. 

The "Priority Index Number" for the HB 4 Program has been 
calculated but it is not now known where this project fits. 
Because of the rural setting, a level of service higher than 
urban areas is expected of travelers and residents. This 
expectation is not addressed in the priority calculation. 

The project is the first priority after the Cloverdale bypass 
project recommended by Sonoma County by Resolution 6383 
(Exhibit 4). 

PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION 


It is proposed to provide a north-south one-way couplet as shown 
on Attachment 3. This will be accomplished by adding McKinley 
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Street from North Main Street to Petaluma Avenue and Petaluma 
Avenue from McKinley Street to South Main Street to Route 116 in 
the State Highway system for northbound traffic. Existing 
Route 116 in those limits will be for southbound traffic. The 
directional traffic will be averaged rather than concentrated on 
North and South Main Streets and the most critical left turn 
conflicts will be eliminated. The geometries of the "Y" 
intersection of Petaluma Avenue and South Main Street are 
conducive to forming the one-way couplet. There will be three 
lanes southbound to Burnett Street then two lanes with a lane 
drop at Petaluma Avenue to conform with the two lane, two-way 
highway. There will be two lanes on the northbound couplet. 

The City of Sebastopol Traffic System Study identified the 
one-way couplet concept. In addition to the north-south couplet 
that this project report proposes, an east-west one-way couplet 

was proposed to complement the former to make it effective. 

cu. 

Sebastopol Road - Bodega Avenue would serve westbound traffic to 
High Street and-eastbound traffic would use Burnett Street from 
High Street to Petaluma Avenue. Caltrans Highway Operations 
Report (Exhibit 8, page 5) in the evaluation analysis determined 
by rephasing the critical Main Streets - Bodega Avenue - 
Sebastopol Avenue intersection in the north-south couplet scheme, 
ILVs can be reduced from 1070 to 880 which may negate the need 
for an east-west couplet project. This supports the position 
that the north-south one-way couplet can be evaluated on its own 
merits as a single project and not only part of larger project. 









The proposal is very cost effective. The construction cost to 
modify about 1.5 total centerline miles is only $240/000 and the 
cost to the State is only $150 f 000. This has been accomplished 
by application of TSM in a most effective manner. Essentially 
the only work required in the project limits is the removal of 
traffic stripes and pavement markings, addition of new stripes, 
markers and markings, new and relocated signs, modify the 
existing traffic signals at Mckinley Street and Sebastopol Avenue 
on Route 116 and interconnect them with a new traffic signal 
installation at the Petaluma Avenue/Sebastopol Avenue 
intersection. This latter signal will be funded and constructed 
by the City under an encroachment permit. Ba^d on redistributed 
estimated ADT for the couplet, traffic signal warrant is 
satisfied (Exhibit 19). 

Since Petaluma Avenue and McKinley Street will need to be 
upgraded to meet the State's structural section requirements, 
Caltrans will defer acceptance of maintenance responsibilities to 
Sebastopol for those streets until the upgrading has been 
accomplished. The upgrading will require only 0.15' asphalt 
concrete overlay after distressed portions of the roadbed and 
curbs have been repaired (Materials Report, Exhibit 13). 

Although Caltrans is allowed to pay for the cost of necessary 
structural upgrading, it is the policy to have the relinquishing 
agency bear the expense. The 1982 cost to upgrade is estimated 
to be $105,000. 

Geometric standards will be at least what now exists. Railroad 
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protection at the crossings will be preserved as directed by the 
California PUC. No non-standard design features have been 
identified in the project studies. Adequacy of storm drainage 
facilities on Petaluma Avenue have not been assessed since the 
traveled way northbound on the city street portion will remain in 
the central portion of the roadbed. There were no reports of 
sustained (or any) flooding on Routes 12 and 116 in the project 

■P row\ 

area resulting form the severe storms in January 1982. 

A Coqperative Agreement will not be required; however, there are 
features to be performed by the City of Sebastopol. Parking will 
need to be removed on Fannen Avenue, Walker Avenue and on Palm 
Avenue because those streets are narrow and improved circulation 
will be needed between the one-way streets, particularly in the 
area near the hospital at Palm Avenue. Sebastopol Avenue and 
portions of Petaluma Avenue will also require red curb. The 
intersection of Sebastopol Avenue (Route 12) and Petaluma Avenue 
will be signalized and reconfigured and the work will be 
accomplished by encroachment permit at City expense. This has 
been agreed to by Caltrans and the City to reduce paperwork 
instead of the usual share of cost determined by the number of 
legs for traffic signal projects. Caltrans will modify the 
signals at Route 116 intersections at McKinley Street and at 
Bodega Avenue - Sebastopol Avenue and will fund the interconnect 
to the traffic signals at the Petaluma Avenue/Sebastopol Avenue 
intersection. The City has agreed to maintain Petaluma Avenue 
and McKinley Street until they are brought up to State standards. 




A revised Route Adoption will be required to effect the project 
because City streets will be added to the State Highway System to 
serve as northbound Route 116 for 0.8+ centerline mile. The 
District will prepare a reproducible route adoption map for OPD's 
use to process CTC resolution and route adoption documents as 
prescribed in Section 2-22 of the Project Development Procedures 
Manual. 

Estimated Project Costs: 

Construction Contract Cost 

State - Modify Traffic Signals and 
Interconnect 

City - New Traffic Signals and Modify 
Intersection (By Encroachment Permit) 

Concurrent Work (By State Forces) 

Signing $ 27,000 

Stripes and Markers (Includes Removal) $ 27,000 

Total Estimated Project Cost $234,500 

The estimated cost to bring the City streets up to State 

standards is $J.05,000. 

/V - vw » v>v * | 


$ 90,000 

$ 90,000 
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Estimated Maintenance Expenses: 

In 1980/81 FY, maintenance costs were $16,000 on existing 
Route 116 in the project limits. 

Expected maintenance expense for McKinley Street and 
Petaluma Avenue is estimated to be $15,000-$20,000 per year 
without structural upgrading and about $3,000 per year if 
the necessary asphalt concrete overlays are constructed. 

It is believed that the project will be effective as proposed 
because turning conflicts in the Central Business District's most 
congested intersections will be reduced, traffic will be 
controlled and the north-south volumes will be averaged on two 
roadways rather than concentrated on one roadway. Work that 
merely enhances the area without providing traffic service 
benefits will not be included in the project. 
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PROPOSAL FUNDING 


The project will be financed in the HB 44 Minor A Program 1982-83 
F.Y. 


Routes 12 and 116 in the project limits are both FAP routes and 
Federal funding participation in the State portion is expected. 

Budgetary description follows: 

In Sonoma County in Sebastopol on Route 12 from North and 
South Main Street to Petaluma Avenue and on Route 116 from 
McKinley Street to Petaluma Avenue. 

Route 12 PM 9.23 to PM 9.31 

Route 116 PM 26.65 to PM 27.30 

Convert 2-lane conventional highway to a north-south one-way 
couplet, 2 -lanes each way. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 


The District Park and Ride Coordinator has indicated that Sonoma 
County officials are investigating a Park and Ride site on 
railroad property, adjacent to Route 116 south of the project. 
Caltrans will support the facility if land can be acquired by 
others. — - - -- 
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Bus service is provided by Sonoma County Transit in Sebastopol. 
The existing transit route will not be significantly affected. 

This project will have no effect on non-motorized transportation 
and on pedestrians. Since this project is all within the 
developed City limits of Sebastopol, the shoulder area is used 
for parking and is not conducive for bicycling. South Main 
Street south of Burnett Street should be more comfortable for 
bicyclists since there will be greater lane width than now 
exists. Handicapped curb cuts will be provided at the Pelaluma 
Avenue/Route 12 intersection as part of the City’s project. No 
other curb work is planned. 

Provisions for oversize and extra legal loads, access to 
navigable waterways, wetlands and flood plains, bus and carpool 
lanes are not applicable to this project (Exhibit 16). 

There are no permits or licenses required to perform the work in 
the project. Approvals are required for the railroad grade 
crossings protection by the PUC. A site meeting was held 
April 14, 1982, .with PUC, Caltrans, and the Petaluma-Santa Rosa 
Railroad Company where grade crossing protection was reviewed. 

PUC makes the determination of the needs for protection. General 
Order 88 is not applicable to this project. (^y.k>U & lb} 

Several structures on Petaluma Avenue and/or existing Route 116 
may be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

The State Historic Preservation Officer, FHWA and Caltrans, in 
consultation, have determined that the structures will not be 
affected by the project. 
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Air quality control plans have not been adopted; however/ there 
is consistency with anticipated plans and strategies. The 
project is included in MTC's RTIP. 

A service agreement will be prepared for work in the track/rail 
area of the Petaluma and Santa Rosa Railroad Company. Most of 
the work will be for electrical facilities appurtenant to the 
traffic signal installations. 

Conservation and consumption of energy resources have not been 
technically evaluated. Consumption of petroleum products will be 
minimal - only a few days work to remove stripes and markings and 
to place new stripes and markings. The expected reduction of 
vehicle delay should reduce the consumption of petroleum products 
for some years. There will be electrical energy required for the 
operation of the new traffic signals, which is warranted 
regardless of the proposed project, at Route 12/Petaluma Avenue. 
There will not be any roadwork so recycling roadbed materials is 
not a consideration. Much of the electrical appurtuenances of 
the traffic signals to be modified will incorporate existing 
facilities into the project. 

PROJECT REVIEWS 


Robert Cady, FHWA Area Engineer, reviewed the project on 

_ and determined that it is eligible for Federal 

funding. His review of the project is documented on Exhibit 15. 


-9a- 








it/:- 

tv 


_ of the CHP reviewed the project on __ 

_and he had no adverse comments. 

Charles Baker, Sebastopol Chief of Police and Traffic Engineer, 

reviewed the project on _ and concurs 

with the proposal. 

The geometries and concepts were reviewed by Parker Hall, 

Headquarters Reviewer, on _. His 

comments and suggestions are incorporated in the report. 

Mr. M. K. Davis, City Manager, City of Sebastopol coordinated the 

City Review. His comments dated __ 

follow. 

Mr. D. B. Head, director of Public Works, County of Sonoma 

reviewed the project on _. His comments 

follow. 



1 1 
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District review comments have been responded to and are 
incorporated in this Project Report. 

In addition to the reviews, Mr. E. P. Thurban of the California 
Public Utilities Commission and Mr. C. L. Gerhardt of the 
Petaluma and Santa Rosa Railroad met with Caltrans officials at 
the site. Their concerns and comments are incorporated in the 
Project Report (Exhibit 16). 

PUBLIC HEARING PROCESS 


Public Meetings have been held by the City of Sebastopol. 

A Public Hearing on the City of Sebastopol Traffic System Study 
was held September 18, 1978, (Exhibit 2) and adopted by 
Resolution No. 3042 (Exhibit 3) on October 2, 1978. 

Caltrans held a Public Meeting in Sebastopol on May 3, 1982. A 
Public Meeting was also held by Caltrans as part of the agenda of 
the City Council Meeting held May 5, 1982 (Exhibit 17). The City 
council reaffirmed their support for the project. There was no 
sign if ■■ t - gan t public opposition to the one-way couplet proposal 
heard in these meetings. 

Preceding these meetings, Notices of Public Meeting was 
advertised in the Santa Rosa Press Democrat, a daily newspaper, 
and copies of the Notice were hand-delivered to houses and 
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businesses along Petaluma Avenue, Mcinnley Street, North and 
South Main Street and the cross streets in between. 

ROUTE ADOPTION 


The project requires the inclusion of City streets into the State 
Highway System. The usual process as described in the PDPM will 
be undertaken on approval of this Project Report. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION 


This action is a Categorical Exemption under Section 1510 of the 
Caltrans Regulations for the Implementation of the California 
Enviornmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

It has been further determined by FHWA that this action is a 
Categorical Exclusion under Section 7-7-2 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Program Manaul. 

The Categorical Exemption/Categorical Exclusion Determination is 
attached. (Exhibit 10). 


£ /; H N 5 (5-n 

D. W. REYNOLDS, - Acting - Chief 
Environmental Planning Branch 
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RIGHT-OF-WAY CERTIFICATION 


All work will be in the existing right-of-way. A Service 
Agreement will be required with the Petaluma and Santa Rosa 
Railroad Company. Existing utilities are located in areas of 
electrial work involving traffic signals (Right-Of-Way Data 
Sheets, Exhibit 11). 

I have reviewed the right-of-way data contained in this Project 
Report and find it to be complete, current and accurate. 


R. A. SPECK, Deputy Director Date 

Right-Of-Way 


PROJECT PERSONNEL 


MiItor^Lauie, Chief 


Proje-Ct-Development Branch C 


8-5-97-3274 


R. W. Crockett, Senior Engineer and ^'J” 9 7 -0384 

Team Leader 

Project Development Branch C 





R. B. Perry, Project Engineer 
Project Development Branch C 
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D. R. Radel, Environmental Planner 
Environmental Planning Branch 
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R. F. Day, Right-of-Way Coordinator 
D. E. Gaston, Railroad Coordinator 
Right-of-Way Branch 
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-2455 


J. M. Ellis, Acting Chief 

Transportation Planning Branch 
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RECOMMENDATION 


It is recommended that this Project Report be expeditiously 
approved and authority be granted to proceed with PS&E and Route 
Adoption processes. There is a need to complete the project 
concurrently with the City's project to modify the 
Route 12/Petaluma Avenue intersection — an integral part of this 
project. 







SCHEDULE 


Project Report Approval 7-1-82 

Plans, Specification and Estimate 

City Portion Subject to Caltrans Approval 6-1-82 

Caltrans Portion 8-1-82 

Route Adoption by CTC 8-1-82 


Advertise Construction Project 

City Portion 9-1-82 

Caltrans Portion 10-1-82 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Location Map 

2. Aerial Photos, 1" = 200' 

3. Layout of Proposed N-S Couplet 

EXHIBITS 


1. Sebastopol Couplets, N-S & E-W, adopted by City 



13. Materials Report 


14. P.A.R. approval memorandum 

15. FHWA Project Report Review 

16. Summary of Joint Agency Review, Railroad Grade Crossings. 

17. Minutes of City Council Meeting of May 5, 1982 - Caltrans 
Public Meeting 

tf. TraOCic 
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EXHIBIT: 2 


NOTICE OF HEARING - TRAFFIC SYSTEM 

Notice is hereby given that the City Council of the City of 

Sebastopol will hold a public hearing on: 

Monday, September 18, 1&"8 
7:00 p.m. 

Sebastopol Veterans' Bui loir ,~ 

282 High Street, Sebastopol, California 

on a "Traffic System Study" -recommending a system of l-way streets, 
alon~ Petaluma Avenue, McKinley Street and North a South Main Street; 
Bodega Avenue, Sebastopol Avenue, and Burnett Street; and addition¬ 
al traffic signals. Information on the proposed system is contained 
in a "Traffic System Study, 1978" prepared by TJHM, Transportation 
Consul tar. ts. 

Copies of the Study may be purchased at City Hall (Finance Office) 
71 20 Bodega Avenue, for 75.00. Copies cf the Study are also on file 
for public review at the Sebastopol Public Library and Sebastopol 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Anyone interested in the proposed traffic system may attend the 
City Council hearing and be heard. 


Src-.xJ Ad dK 

Melvin K. "Davis 
City Cl er>: 





EXHIBIT 



RESOLUTION NO. 304? 


RESOLUTION OF SEBASTOPOL 
REQUESTING CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT 
IMPLEMENT CNRrWAY TRAP? 


CITY COUNCIL 
0? TRANSPORTATION 
IC SYSTEM 


WHEREAS, City Council hag had prepared, through assistance of 
State Office of Traffic Safety, a Study entitled: "Traffic Syr ter 
Study, 1978", and said study recommends a one-way (North-South) 
traffic sycten for State Highway 116 and a one-way (East-Vest) 
traffic system for State Highway 12; and 

WHEREAS, City Council has held a public hearing thereon; and 
WHEREAS, City Council believes the one-way system is an economical, 
interim s-.lution for Sebastopol traffic problems, is energy and air 
quality.efficient t> reduces vehicle delays, reduces vehicle accident 
rate, makes feasible better intermodular coordination, improves 
pedestrian safety, environmentally sound, requires no new major con¬ 
struction, and no significant taking of private property, and makes 
best use of already existing streets, and is therefore sound Transoortati 
System Management; ■ 


. NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, Sebastopol City Council hereby 
requests State Department of Transportation to implement said- one-way 
street system, at the very earliest date, and to-move ahead on the 
project report as rapidly as possible. 

BE IT 7URTKZR RESOLVED, Sebastopol City Council offers its maxi¬ 
mum cooperation, staff -and facilities in implementing this Traffic 
System Management at the earliest feasible date. The earliest possible 
action maximizes the Transportation Systems Management advantages. 

IN COUNCIL DULY PASSED this 2rxd day of October, 1973. 


^// ■- . s~ / ' / 

• y • . -- i hi 


AYES: 


APPROVED 

HAYOs / 

<;c.un oilmen G. Anderson, B. Anderson, El inker & Mayor Lu 


ROES: 

A:V.L.'iT: 

ABSTAIN: 

ATTEST: 


w None 

0 None 

Councilman Millei 


_L \ c< 

' ' 01 ty Clerx 










DONALD 8 - HEAD 
c hsto« or *w».ic wo urn 


March 7, 1979 



EXHIBIT 4 


TCLC»nLNZ 
A•«» Cort '7C7 i 
PC A j £.37-2231 
5*N!TaTI0n 527-2351 
BtruSI 527-2974 
TRANSPORTATION 527-2231 


R£: Priority Items for 
Discretionary Funds 
St. Trans. Improvement Plan 




T. R. Lammers 
Cal Trans 

P. 0. Box 3366, Rincon Annex 
San Francisco, CA 94119 

Attn: Russ Sayre 

The Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution =631£3 on February 27, 1979 
which recommended two priority items as requested by M.T.C.. All other 
projects were submitted for inclusion in tne five-year State Transportation 
Improvement Plan. 

The M.T.C. will be discussing all priority projects at a public rearing 
Friday, March 16, 1979, 9:00 a.m. to men a: the Cart Headquarters, 

800 Madison Street, Oakland, California. 




Oonald B. Head ~ • " /' 

Director of Public Works 


/ 



D3H/HEW:kd 


Attachment 




ten cf m o^iCi.iAi zt nit in 

This ofria. 

AT1£ST: R ARC 1979 

EEVt T. LEWIS, Cxnty Cfrfk A 

rt-il'icto C'-ttk ®l |h» Bejrd of Supeivijjrj 
hi ir.f Sate of C <liio: ru> J 4. , i £ fef t.r* Co 
c( So.-^nj. 


RESOLUTION NO. •63133 

Ccunty of Sonoma 
Santa Rosa, CA. 93401 

February 27, 1979 _ 


resolution of the board .of supervisors of the county of soncma recommending 

MAJOR .NON-INTERSTATE PROJECTS IN SONOMA COUNTY FOR INCLUSION IN THE 
PRELIMINARY STATE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM. 


WHEREAS, the State Legislature adopted AB 402 which requires the adoption 
by Metropolitan Transportation Commission of a regional transportation program 
by April, and 

WHEREAS, the staff of MTC has recommended that the project selected for 
inclusion into the TIP for discretionary fu ds be approved by the County Beard 
of Supervisors and the project supported (politically and financially) by the 
community, and 

WHEREAS, the MTC held two meetings (January 25 and February 15) with staff 
representatives of the cities and county, 


NOW, THEREFORE, 'BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors be 2 nd herefcv 
approves the following projects and submits said projects for inclusion in the 
MTC Regional Transportation Improvement Program '(TIF), and the California 
Transportation Commission (CTC) State Transportation- Improvement Program (STIP): 


Priority One 


Route 101 - Clovcrdale Bypass, P.M. 49,P/54.2 - estimated construction 
cost 520.000,000. 

Priority Two 

Route 116/121 - Route 101- to East County Line: 

(a) Adopt Fratcs Road and Adobe Road into State Highway 
System as an alternate to Rojte 116. 

(b) Route 116 - Widening and improvement in Petaluma from 
Route 101 to Frates Road. Estimated construction 
cost $500,000. 

(c) Improve intersection of State Highway 116 and Adobe 
Road - $300,000. 

(<J) Improve, by stage construction, Route lit between 

Adobe Rond and State Highway 121, first stage $750,000. 

(c) Improve, by stage construction. Route 121 between 
Route 116 and Napa Road, first stage $750,000. 




I ■ ■ 




$ 

.1 




Other Prefects S ubmitted by Cities (, Recommended by this Hoard of Supervisors " : 
for Inclusion in 5 Year STIP 


0 


Route 12 - South E Street to Brookwood Avenue, P.M. 16.4/17.5 
. Estimated construction cost $6,000,000. 

Route 116 - City of Sebastopol, one-way couplet. Estimated 
construction cost $500,000. 

_ • 

Route 101 - Completion of Rohnert Park Expressway, 

P.M. 13.4/14.4. Interchange estimated construction cost 

$ 2 , 000 , 000 . 

Route 101 - Improvement of the access ramps at Wilfred Avenue 
Interchange. Estimated construction cost $2,000,000. , 

Route 12 - Safety Improvements - intersection signalisatio/i, 
guard rail, miscellaneous projects from City of Santa Rosa to 
Route 121. Estimated cost not to exceed $200,000/project. 

Route 101 - Construction Rainer Interchange located between 
Corona Rood and East Washington Street in City of Petaluma. 

Estimated construction cost $5,000,000. 

BE IT FURTHER APPROVED that the City of Santa Rosa by Resolution 
No. 15692 approved financial participation for design and construction of the 
Route 12 freeway from South ‘E Street to BrooV.wood Avenue, and the City of 
Petaluma has adopted development mitigation fees for the design and construction 
cost to improve Route 116 from Highway 101 to Prates Road, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors recommends a cooperative 
project between the City of Sebastopol, County of Sonoma and the State Department 
of Transportation for the design and construction of the Route 116 one-way couplet. 


Supervisors: 


Kahn Aye 
Ayes_ 


Putnam Aye Esposti ^' e Koenigshofcr Rudee _^ 

Noes 1 Abstain 0 Absent 0 


SO ORDERED. 


i 


V 





City Setal fo pol 

CITY HALL 

7120 BODEGA AVENUE 
SEBASTOP&L. CALIFORNIA95472 
(707) S23-7843 

December 20, 1979 


EXHIBIT 5 

OWES! A ANDERSON, MAYOR 


COUNCILM AN 

Robert £ asderson 
Thomas r kunker.jr. 

HERBERT E. LUKAS 
THOMAS F. MILLER 

CITY MANAGER 
UELVIN K. DAVIS 


Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Hotel Claremont 5-Year RTIP 

Berkeley, Ca. 94705 One-Way Couplets in 

Sebastopol 

Gentlemen: o4-Son-12,116 

City of Sebastopol urgently requests that the Metropolitan Trans¬ 
portation Commission include the proposed One-Way Couolet System 
(Highways 12 & 116, within City of Sebastopol), within the 5-year 
RTIP and give it a highest priority in your recommendations to 
California Transportation Commission. 

The Sebastopol City Council has unanimously committed $100,000 of 
city funds toward the 1-way street system. Estimated cost by 
CalTrans is $500,000. 

V/e feel this is a sensible, logical use of existing streets and 
traffic corridors for transit funding. It involves no new stream 
construction. The main expense is for traffic lights, marking, 
and rerouting of traffic. 

With 40,000 cars per day now funneling through the town’s main 
intersection of Highways 12 and 116 within Sebastopol, long delays 
and traffic accidents are mounting. This single intersection is 
the main traffic funnel for all of Western Sonoma County, serving 
a 200 square mile agricultural area and 30,000 residents. All 
suffer from this aggravated problem. Heavy truck traffic associ¬ 
ated with the surrounding agricultural area and industry are 
delayed,, forced up over curbs, endanger pedestrians, and further 
aggravate the traffic congestion. 

The requested priority rating and funding makes use of existing 
* transportation resources. It is an excellent example of Tr: as¬ 
portation Systems Management, and is energy and air quality 
efficient. 


We urge your approval. 


GAAzrf 


Very truly 7 yours, 



^^Gwen A. Anderson 
x Mayor 



cc: Dist. 4, CalTrans 
County Engineer 



II) (J 


LXMIDI I iO 

Sonoma 116/ Sebastopol Couplet 


i 


DESCRIPTION. : 

Cr.e-way couplet system for Routes 116 
no 12 at their intersection in the 
icy of Sebastopol. 

ESTIMATED COST : 

$.1 million*-local contribution 
A million - other funds 

S3 million - Project cost 

’Only local funds are being programmed 
at this time. 

SYSTEM: 

Feceral Aid Primary 



JUSTIFICATION: 

o Involves use of existing streets; major cost is for 3 sets of traffic signals; 

o oft lo^Sli «st of a bypass around Sebastopol Ml 

such'al'ternates require new routes, new construction, new right-;, -way, and 
displacement and relocation of existing residences and businesses. A,1 

- Reduces ^raffic^nd^pedestrian^hazardPat* single main intersection of Highways 

' 12 an“ll6 which handles up to 40,000 vehicles .per stay. Traffic now backs u? 

3 blocks and more-waiting to get through this single intersee..o^, - 0nra2 

•1072• This project was authorited for inclusion of local funds only in the RT1? 
by the HTC on March 26. 1980. 







EXHIBIT 7 


BICOBD OF MMTIHO 


Memorandum 




where held 

□ «? TiLt’HO* 


INITIATED ST 


fANTIClRANTS 


fT~l >iiT»ier a>ntt 


□ OTM» MUTY 


r*ou> R. W. Crochett 


n *T OT«t« »*«TY‘» Offltt □ OTW«» 


WTI or COMVOKATfOO 


1—1 OTMtft 


9-24-80 


riTU« • *FfiLi»TieM 



California Highway Patrol 


Maintenance Branch _ 


Envi -mnmental Planning Branch 
Project Dev elopment C Branch 
Team Leader 





wftJtcr wither goest ye project? 

At the last team meeting on November 27 , 1979 , the team agreed that 
several items were to be accomplished before the next team meeting. 

A brief summary of these items were covered: 

1. "Establish financing by having the project listed in the RTIP (Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program) with a high priority. 

The City of Sebastopol made every effort to have this project included 
in the 1980 STIP. Sonoma County identified this prooecu as the No. 4 
priority -- just after the Ho. 1 priority, the Cloverdale Bypass project 
MIC did not include the project in the RTIP, prmarily because of .ininj 
problems, but did strongly recommend inclusion m the E.IP m th„r le„ 
of transmittal to the CTC. 

The District also recommended inclusion of this project to Headquarters 
but again timing problems negated this request. 

The CTC did not include this project in the 1930 STIP. MTC a PP aa *®jJl . 
but the CTC rejected the appeal. Therefore, this project, as pr ’ 

is not funded. 

However, as discussed below, a smaller project is feasible and may be 
financially feasible. 

2 "Review traffic count and highway operations report. The City _ 

sentative expects that if the traffic is counted during the school year, 
the results will be larger and materially change the report. 

The Highway Operations Branch obtained traffic data and made a new 
canacitr aiaSsis. The school year traffic data was not significantly 
different from the earlier data. A copy of their report will be 
available shortly and will be furnished to all team members. 











September 24, 1980 


Poring the discussion it was noted th 

regarding only a nor»h/south couplet!h s 6 * uld relieve 

fo^oT ?hf implemented with- 

IS the east/west couplet, -if necessary. 

3. ‘'Continue preliminary environmental a ?^ e ^ e ^g necessary to study 
P the scope of the P^^ct is changed, xt ma^ project is liste d in 

Se SrtiSS?STtl5Sy and work is authorized even though 

it is not in the STIP." 

Because of the Bovironnentai nannin^Branch^^wor^lo £ 

projects where funaing Tr owever *the basic noise impact study^ 
ment work was suspended. Attac J e d are excerpts from the craot 

nois^impact^report^covering^th^noise studies up to the tone of 

the work suspension. 

Sfcf^^thrftSel- th? “ 4 alterSi 


March 1980 very 


preliminary estimates are. 

Ciirv 


State 


Total- 


Fall project 

Route 116 
Route 12 

Total 


$ 100,000 

* 


$100,000 


$790,000 

130.000 

$880,000 


$850,000 

130.000 

$980,000 


No resurfacing 

Route 116 
Route 12 

Total 


signals and scriping only 

$170,000 

20.000 


$170,000 

20,000 


$190,000 $190,000 


$340,000 

40,000 

$380,000 


District recommendations for STiP 

Route 116 
Route 12 

Total 

Signal at Eoute 12/Petaluma Avenue 


$100,000 

* 

$100,000 


$410,000 

90.000 

$500,000 


$510,000 

90,000 

$600,000 


and Modifying McKinley 

$63,000 $67,000 $130,000 


v 


-Signals included in 


Route 116 costs. 




•cJ ID 
c+ CU 




ember 24, 1980 


and. 


For the remainder of the meeting various scheme* that -i|-t 
reduce congestion primarily at the Routes 116/12 (Ham S^ree./ 
Sebastopol Avenue) intersection were discussed. 

(a) Timing could be changed at the Routes ^/^intersection 
to- provide more green time for a.m. easabound traffic on 
Bodega Avenue. This leg of the intersection bacKS up m 
the morning more severely than other le E s. 

(b) Provide separate left-turn phases at the Main Stree 
Sebastopol Avenue intersection. 

fr,} Prohibit left-turns from southbound Hair Street to west- 
' bound Sebastopol Avenue. The left-turn storage lane nov 

backs up and blocks the through lane.. P-nng This 

period cars wait 2 or 3 and, occasionally, - * 

restriction by itself may cause other probes. Forex 
ample, there is no left-turn storage at Burnet^anop.o 
hibiting left-turns to Sebastopol may create a nroble_ a 

Burnett. 

fd) Divert left-turning traffic at McKinley. This "solution" 

' ; smeared to be the most acceptable course o. ac.-on, bat 

will reouire further study. The project thau would m- 
■nlement "this proposal includes a new signal at - he 
Sebastopol/Pet alum a intersection, replacing t-he existin^ 
?^e^controller at McKinley with.a Type 3-? 0 . 
adeouate left-turn storage along Ham Suxeeo, nec~ssa_j 

signing to divert southbound/eastbound and wee.pound/ 
northbound iridic away from the Main Street/Seoastopol 
Avenue intersection. 


This project would be compatible with a future one-way 
couplet. 

' orde?t? aSaSc^impleSStitSra'froS^the three years or 
longer that State participation may involve. 

(e) Implement the one-way couplets without installing signais 

jus ass.. 

(f) Institute one-way couplet ^ystem without^bringing^City 
? tre d??fi?u?tiel it is now dear that implementation of 

S5 u the e crt ?i 

probably increase the City's maintenance costs. 


f 

* 





Pase 4 

September 24, 1980 


T—TP ACTIONS 

1 . Finalize noise impact report. 

2. Finalize highway operations report. 

3. Investigate "solution d" to determine_opera- 
requirements for turning movements, signing 







E. W. CBOCKETT 


Senior Engineer 
Project Development 


C Branch 


Attachment 


EWC:dfc 

cc: VJB,LN,EAH,ENK-LC,Team Members,PEE 


ional 
and cost 






-WJkttent'ion : R. W i Crockett 
? 


m « 04-Son.-1«*,. **v 


116 

One-way tour^-eta" 
in Sebastopol 
04225-2“8651 


from- « DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

04 Highway Operations Branch 


S ubj ect . 


As agreed at the November 27, 1979 team meeting on the Sebastopol 
one-way couplets project, we have ...ade a capacity analysis and 
obtained traffic speed data for schoc' year traffic conditions. 
The capacity a. alysis, .speed data, and also a description of 
observed existing traffic conditions are in the attached report. 
This supplements our October 30, 1979 report, which was based on 
summer time traffic conditions. 


Iif~summary» we found that the April, 1980 school year peak hour 
volumes anu congestion were not sigrfificantly different from 
the jul, , 1979 summer conditions. The Main Street/Sebastopol 
Avenue/Bodega Avenue intersection had moderate congestion with 
both the school- year and summer traffic. The proposed couplets 
would greatly in. ease this intersection’s capacity for future 
-traffic growth.* 


E. F. GRAHAM 

Senior Engineer • 

Highway Operations Branch 

Attach 

RCH:ey 

cc: LN/EFG/RCH, HM, PHall(HQ), IFukutome(HQ), Hwy Ops File. 
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v ^w?ic>og£aa?lc?NS ‘report '• 

Vt,-.-.i SCHOOL TSAR CAPACITY ANAL Y9IS f *)p £F5gD KATA'" 

'-'■*• FRO PC SEX) SEBASTOPOL ONE-WAV COUPLETS 


. I. INTRODUCTION . 

In June, 1979 Highway Operations was requested provide a 
capacity analysis for the existing street system and proposed 
one-way couplets in the City of Sebastopol. The one-way couplets 
tsee Figure 1) were requested by the City to relieve existing 
traffic congestion, especially at the Main Street/Sebastopol 
Avenue/Bodega Avenue (Route 12/Route 116) intersection. 

Our analysis was described in our October 30, 1979 Highway 

- £ y ; tion 

removing most of the conflicting movements from the Main Street/ 
Sebastopol Avenue/Bodec^ Avenue intersection. However, we also 
found that the existing congestion at this intersection was not 
very serious.. Our capacity analysis and July 19, 1979 field 
observation showed Level of Service'C (no significant cc .gestion) 
during the AM peak period, and Level of Service C-D ( oderate 
congestion) for. the midday 'and PM peak periods. 


At a November 27, 1979 meeting, C”y representatives did r.^t ar-ee 
with our finding of no severe congestic at the Main Street/ 
Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega Avenue intersection. They st'ted that 
.our July counts a d analysis were not typical, s-'nce they did hot 
include the impact of school traffic. It was therefore agreed that 
the Highway Operations and Traffic Branches would do another 
analysis and traffic count during the school year. 


The new traffic counts and field observations were made in mid- 
April, 1980. This report describes existing traffic operation 
L ..sed on this data, concentrating on the Main Street/Sebastopol 
Avenue/Bodega Avenue intersection. Also, July 1979 and April, 
1980 capacity analyses and speed data are compared. Finally, 
some possible interim improvements to the Main Street/Sebastopol 
Avenue/Bciega Avenue intersection are discussed. • * • 


II. TRAFFIC VOLUME COMPARISON 

/..Overall, the April 1980 peak hour volumes for the s'reet system 
were not significantly different from the July, 1979 volumes. 

: -dfPig«res 2A and'B show the 1979 and 1980 AM, midday and PM . eak 
hour volumes £ the keyf* F in Street/Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega 
Avenue intersection, which has the most traffic congestion. Only 
the nc. cements listed in Table I below increased by a sign: icc“t 
amount (20 pe.cent or more) in the 19' 3 count. Only j. >ver.jnts A, 
( F and L significantly affected the intersection op rations. 
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^ •goai. ST/SEBASTOPOL AVE/BODEGA AVE INTERSECTION 
1980 Traffic 20% (or more) higher than July 1979. 


peak 

Period 


lavement 


July 10, April 8, 
1979 1980 


AX 


A. Eas'bound Bodega Ave through 

B. Eastbound Bodega Ave left turn 

C. Eastbound Bodega Ave right turn 

D. Westbound Sebastopol Ave through 

E. Northbound Main St. through 

F. Southbound Main St. through 


MIDDAY G. Westbound Sebastopol Ave right turn 
H. Southbound Main St. right turn 


PM 



Eastbound Bodega Ave right turn 
Westbound Sebastopol Ave left turn 
Northbound Main St. through 
Northbound Main St left turn 


352 

428 

32 

68 

66 

85 

117 

143 

226 

285 

2<,9 

315 

150 

192 

56 

76 



78 

98 

123 

148 ’ 

415 

510 

88 

106 


The July, 1979 and April, xi>80 peak hour .olumes at four other 
intersections are sh. .m on Figures 3A and B through 6A ana B. 

Hi/ 'APRIL, 1 9 80 TRAFFIC OPERATION 

bn'Thursday, April 10, 1980, we observed existing AM, midday anu PM 
■‘traffic conditions at the Main Street/Sebastopc Avenue/Bodega 

Avenue intersection. This intersection, where the only significant 
LngeltiSn wcurred, has only a two-phase signal. Without separata 
:< (gp?turn phases, continual conflicts occur between opposing through 
and left turn me events. . . 

A. AM Peak Period 

Du.ing the Mi peak ceric., traffic on the^eastbound Bodega 
Avenue approach to che intersection started queuing at 07.20. 
This traffic was probably commuters bound for the Santa Rosa 
Set B 707%0 thf queue was longer than the 10+ vehicles that 
»u?d Sea on the green phase. T- oically, about f^e vehic es 
at the end of the queue he 1 to wait for the seec.d green phasj.y 
Ihentt 07:50 the que-n si ider..y grew to 27 vehicles, e..tending 


i 





Street. Some of these ^vehicles _a?1r -thr e-e alrnul ~~ ' 
• ••■: ^ cle f r the intersection. -However, 5?s co£d!t?on / 

disappeamd ° nIy ab ° ut t6n ainu tes, end then the queue 

e 

■ • j 

’ ^, S 2?^? and " ai r Streat l6ft turn «« only ther move- 
aent with long backups. This queue extended beyond the storage 

lane briefly between 07:40 and 07:50, and then cleared out? 

The other intersection movements had no significant backups 

Sne t thirS r ^ bOUnd K M ?? f treet a W*oach at around 07:30 about 
one-third to one-half of the volume was students' vehicles. 

However, the student traffic had no significant adverse impact. 

B. Midday Peak Period 


Moderate midday congestion occurred from about 11:50 to 12:45. 
The only problem was the outhbound Main Street left turn 

' which occasionally extended to McKinley Street. From 
12:00 to 12:45 some of these .ehicles had to wait for a se-ond 
green^phase to clear the intersection, depending on the 

"^?????frI'L n ?K th 7 0 S d . thrOU9h volune * The northbound movement 
restricted the left turn most severely from 12:15 to 12*18. 

cycle° nly 2 ° r ^ vehicles could make the left turn on each 

__PM Peak Period . 

The PM peakperiod started early at 14:05 when student traffic 
gan arriving on the southbound Main Street approach. By 
14:08 the southbou:.: ougii^axtsnded from Sebastopol Avenue/ 
Boaega Avenue back to Headlsbur.cpAvenue. He aver, the queue 
was gone by 14:25.The southbound Main Street queue to 
Healdsburg Avenue developed again at 15:10, but lasted only 
2”time for a sample vehicle in the queue 
from Healdsburg Avenue to Seba^.opol Avenue/Bodega Avenue was 
2 minutes 38 seconds, which equals about 1 minute 50 seconds 
delay. 

this earl y PM P ea * period the southbound 
Main Street left turn was blocked by the northbound through 
movement so that only about three ve'icles could clear on ne 
cycle. The queue was as long as seven vehicles, and .herefore 
some had to wait until the third cycle to clear the 
intersection. 

Ptoc 15 15 to 17:05 the intersection had no serious problems- 
Short term quer s appeared on all approaches at various time .. 








if about" 17:05, traffic increased cm Bain Str : *' 
■southbound queue periodically extended to MeKinlay Jfar^elr'and. 7^';. 
free 17x15 to 17:20 reached Healdsburg Avenue* ^Rie 6af tbbou..d '* 
‘Movement grew heavy enough to block the southbouraS left tarns, - 
\*o that they usually could move only at the end of the green 
light, or into the yellow light time. Between 17*09 and 17:23 
we counted the southbound left turns on every cycle* The 
average for 14 cycles was 2 vehicles turning out of a 
7-vehicle que 2 . This meant the average vehicle had to wait .* ‘ 
two or three cycles, a delay of two or three minutes. One 
vehicle was observed waiting for four cycles. 


The period of worst congestion, when long queues developed on 
nearly all approaches, was from 17:05 to 17:25. By 17:35 the 
queues had all disappeared. 


/ 

IV. CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

• 

Table II below compares the intersection lane vehicles (ILV) for 
the July, 1979 and April, 1980 peak hour counts. For most 
intersections there is no significapt difference. For both 
conditions the proposed couplets would greatly reduce the Main 
S_reet/Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega Avenue.^ ILV's, leaving unused 
capacity for increased peak hour volume's in the future. 

, TABLE II 

PEAK HOUR _LV* FOR JULY 1979 AND APRIL, 1980 TRAFFIC » 
SEBASTOPOL 0..E-WAY COUPLETS 

Alternate 


Inter section 

Main St/Mckinley St. 

Main St/Sebastopol Ave/ 
Bodega Ave. 

Main St/Burnett St. 

Petaluma Ave/Burnett 

•_Petal "ma Ave/Sebastopol Ave 


No Build 


AM 


PM 


North- 

South 

One-way 

Couplet 

AM PM 


North-S ol. h 
East-West 
One-way 
Coupets 


750** 880 
(710) (980) 
960 1080 

(890)(1140) 
620 740 

(620) (790) 
360 410 

(330) (420) 
630 970 

(540.' (800) 


_ _ AM 

630 730 630 

(650) (720) (650) 
800 880 520 

(700) (830) (^ 0) 
310 360 540 

(*420) (500) (560) 
460 450 740 

(480) K 540) (660) 
rSTTtPlfCTJTR 620 
(560) 




730 ! 


r^o. 


Ct45)_ 


!o»»v 


PM 

730 

(720) 

620 

(600) 

540 

(610) 

700 

(75') 

720 

(840) 


r 


;>R<ui*€bt- Uni- cU\Vp» btA ?- pda ,-r: ■*: 
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Stotes! 


♦intersection Lane Vehicles - the sum of the heavnst conflicting 
interchange movements, on a vehicles per lane basis. . 


0-1000 
10JO-1200 

1200-1500 

1500+ 


r 

Description of Traffic Opera Ions 

No significant delay 
Minor delays - most vehicles 
clear on each signal cycle 
Congested - many vehicles wait 
more than one signal ycl 
Heavy congestion - long delays, 
duration of congestion more 
than one hour. 


Level of 
Service 


** 00 « July, 1979' ILV 

(00) = April, 1980 ILV. t 

We have also made one major change in the July, 19 !J 9 ILV ' s * J” 
our October, 1979 report the Main treet/Sebastopol Avenue/Bodeg 
AvlnSe intersection had a PM ILV of'1070 for the north-south ^ 
couplet alternate. We have since found that this ILV could - 
reduced to 880 with a different signal phasing. With this 
«?i5ion? the north-south couplet overall benefit is much closer 

to the north-south/east-west couplets ber-fit. 

* 

V. ROUTE SPEEDS 

Ti- peak hour and off-peak traffic speeds are compared in Table 
III "'hese speeds are based on tachograph runs.-The April, , 

ioeids are all higher th-.n the July 1979 speeds, and sig- 
nificantly higher on Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega Ave-ue and north 

bound Main Street. 

T ABLE HI 

JULY. 1979 ANf APRIL 1^ 0 TRAFFIC SPEEDS 

Average Speed, MPH 
PM Peak Hour Off Pejk 

No No 

e. r ppf Direction Build N-S N-S/E-W Build K^S N^S^E^W 


Street 

Main Street 

Main Street 

Petaluma Blv ' 3 

Petaluma Blvd 

Seb-astopol/ 

Bodega Ave. 
^ebastopol/Bodega 

Ave. 


Northbound 

Southbound 


Eastbound 

Westbound 


11* 

- 

- 

19 

(19) 

- 

-r 

(23) 

18 

18 

20 

20 

C') 

(20) 

(24) 

(24) 

19 

19 

17 

17 

(22) 

(22) 

(22) 

(22) 

17 

- 

— 

21 

(21) 

- 

- 

(22) 

T 2 

' n 

■ a. 


14 

(*0) 

9 

(20) 

9 

11 

(17) 

11 

(13) 

(13) 

(19) 

(19) 


20 20 20 
24) (24) (24) 

17 17 17 

[ 22 ) ( 22 ) ( 22 ) 
21 
( 22 ) 

14 14 

(17) (17) 

11 il H 
(19) (19) 


5 




Boteif: 


*00 * July# 1979 Speed 

(00) “ April, 1980 Speed 

VI. CONCLUSION 

Traffic counts, field observation, capacity analyses and speed 
data show that the mi -April, 1980 school year traffic operation 
was not significantly worse than the July, 1979 summer time 
conditio s i Sebastopol. Traffic speeds were actually higher in 
April, 1980. 

As in July, 1979, the only intersection with significant 
congestion was Main'Street/Sebastopol t- --enue/Bodega Avenue. . .e 
biggest problem at’tMs intersection was the conflict between the 
southbound left turn and northbound through movements on Main 
S^-eet. 

VII. POSSIBLE INTERIM IMPROVEMENTS 

The following improvements could be considered to reduce some 
backups at the. Main Street/Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega Avenue 
intersection in the interim before one-way couplets are installed.' 

A. More green'ti’~ "> for the eastbound Bod a Avenue approach 
during the AM peak period. This additional green time would • 
be limited by its adverse impact on Main St.eet traffic, ' 
..specially the southbound Main Street left f urn. 

B. More green time for the southbound Main Street approach during 
the midday and PM peak periods, as limited by the adverse 
impact on Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega Avenue traffic. 

C. Se parate l eft turn phase for Main Street. The cc .flicting 
v^sou^-bhoujid^left and northbound through movements 1 peak hour 

^ volumes" (see Figured) appear to be high enough to consider 
a left turn phase. The existing PM peak period delays to the 
southbound left tu. n r Vehicles probably would be reduced, 
significantly. j 

2 a ^ 


R. C. HARRISON 
• Eiglv ay Operations Branch 


Date: 






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































j State of California 

! . r * 

I ..Memorandum 

| /• 

i j 

! /o : Project Development C Branch 

i 

Attention: R. W. Crockett 


lai-iibi i y 

lusimu and Yrons^o^tnffoa A^avtcy 


Date: October 30, 1979 

Rle i 04-Son-12,116 
One-way Couplets 
in Sebastopol 
04225-208651 


From t DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

04 Highway Operations Branch 


Subject: 

As requested in your June 29, 1979 memorandum, we have made a 
capacity analysis for the proposed one-way couplets in the City 
of Sebastopol". The analysis is based on peak hour traffic counts 
taken in July, 1979. Since no future traffic data was furnished, 
we estimated 1985 traffic operation. Also as requested, we have 
estimated existing and 1985 traffic speeds on the couplet streets. 

Three alternates were analyzed: the no build alternate; north- 
south one-way couplet only; north-south/east-west one-way couplets. 
See Figure 1 in the attached report for the couplet locations. 

The capacity analysis is summarized in Tables I and II in the 
attached report. The impact of the proposed one-way couplets 
V. on traffic operation of the downtown intersections is described 

briefly below: 

1. Main Street/McKinley Street: The no build alternate ILV's 
for this intersection would be reduced by both the north- 
south couplet and north-south/east-west couplets alternates. 

2. M ain Street/Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega Avenue : The no build 
high AM and PM peak hour ILV's would be greatly reduced by 
the north-south/east-west couplets. Existing congestion 
would be eliminated. However, the north-south couplet only 
alternate does not reduce the PM peak hour ILV significantly. 

3. Main Street/Burnett Street : The no build ILV is reduced by 
both couplet alternates. 

4. Petaluma Avenue/Burnett Street.: The one-way couplets increase 
the no build ILV due to the shift in traffic to these streets, 
but even with this increase there would be no significant 
delays. 

5. Petaluma Avenue/Sebastopol Avenue: The no build PM peak hour 
ILV is reduced by the north-south/east-west couplets. However, 
the north-south couplet only alternate increases the no build 
AM peak hour ILV and does not change the PM peak hour ILV. 





P/D C-Crockett 
October 30, 1979 
Page 2 


The above intersections would operate with no significant delays 
in 1985 with the north-south/east-west couplets alternate. How¬ 
ever, congestion would occur with the no build and north-south 
couplets only alternates at the Main Street/Sebastopol Avenue/ 
Bodega Avenue and Petaluma Avenue/Sebastopol Avenue intersections 


E. F. GRAHAM 

Senior Engineer 

Highway Operations Branch 

Attach 

RCH:ev 

cc: LN/EFG/RCH, ABB/HM, PHall(HQ), IFukutome(HQ), Hwy Ops File. 








HIGHWAY OP ERATIONS REPORT 
CAPACITY AN AL Y kIS AND SPEED DATA 
PROPOSED'SEVASTOPOL ONE-WAY COUPLETS 


INTRODUCTION 

A project is proposed to convert existing two-way streets, 
including Routes 12 and 116, in the City of Sebastopol to north- 
south and east-west one-way couplets, in order to reduce traffic 
congestion (See Figure 1). Highway Operations was requested to 
provide a capacity analysis for the existing and proposed street 
systems, and also provide traffic speed data. 

I. EXISTING TRAFFIC OPERATION 


The Sebastopol streets proposed for one-way traffic were 
observed during the AM, midday and PM peak periods on July 
19, 1979. Observation was concentrated on the Main Street/ 
Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega Avenue intersection, where most 
of the existing congestion occurs. The traffic signal here 
is two-phase, and the lack of left turn phases causes con¬ 
tinual conflicts between opposing through and left turn 
movements. 

During the AM peak period, about 0300 to 0930, no signifi¬ 
cant congestion developed at this intersection. The middav 
peak period did have congestion, with some vehicles waiting 
more than one signal cycle to clear the intersection. The 
left turn queue on the southbound Main Street approach some¬ 
times extended beyond the storage lane. The northbound Main 
Street queue at the McKinley Street intersection sometimes 
extended through the Sebastopol Avenue-Bodega Avenue inter¬ 
section, causing further congestion there. Traffic opera¬ 
tion during the PM peak period was slightly less congested 
than midday, with occasional vehicles waiting more than one 
signal cycle. The observed peak period level of service was 
C for AM and C-D for midday and PM. 

Trucks were observed having difficulty making the left turn 
from southbound Main Street to eastbound Sebastopol Avenue, 
and the right turn from westbound McKinley Street to north¬ 
bound ?dain Street. The tight truck turns at these inter¬ 
sections are one cause of a higher level of congestion than 
the traffic volumes would indicate. 

A three-car train passed down Main Street twice during the 
off-peak periods, but did not significantly affect traffic 
operation. 
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II. 


CAPACITY ANALYSIS 


This capacity analysis covers three alternates: the no 
build alternate; north-south one-way couplet only; north- 
south and east-west one-way couplets. Figures 2, 3 and 4 
show the lane assignments for these alternates. Table 1 
below gives the calculated intersection lane vehicles 
(ILV) and corresponding traffic operation during the A..I. 
and P.M. peak hours for the intersections at which peak, 
hour traffic counts were taken in July, 1979. The existing 
two-way traffic volumes were reassigned for the one-way 
couplets analysis. 

TABLE I 


peak hour iLvrn for existing traffic 
- grragTWffl ONE-WAY COUPLET? 

Alternate 


No Build 

North- 

South 

One-way 

Couplet 

North-South 

East-West 

One-way 

Couplets 

AM 

PM 

AM PM 

AM PM 

750 

880 

630 730 

630 730 

960 

1080 

800 1070 

520 620 

620 

740 

310 360 

54 0 540 

360 

410 

460 450 

740 700 

Ave. 630 

970 

o r% n jQJjl 

Li V7 y 7) \j 

620 720 

f kev'tseJ Uk* el 

llo * 8*o 

11 hM bv'+l 

F-eis* SI- 


Intersection 

Main St./Mckinley St. 

Main St./Sebastopol Ave./ 

Bodega Ave. 

Main St./Burnett St. 

Petaluna Ave./Burnett St. 

Petaluma Ave./Sebastopol 

Note : 

(1) Intersection Lane Vehicles - the sum of the conflicting 
interchange movements, on a vehicles per lane basis. 


ILV Description of Traffic Operation 

0-1000 No significant delay 

1000-1200 Minor delays - most vehicles 
clear on each signal cycle 

1200-1500 Congested - many vehicles wait 
more than one signal cycle 

1500+ Heavy congestion - long delays, 

duration of congestion more than 
one hour. 


Level of 
Service 

A-B 

C 

D-E 

F 
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Main Street/McKinley Street : The no build ILV for this 
intersection would be reduced by both the north-south 
couplet alternate and the north-south/east-west couplets 
alternate. The southbound Main Street traffic will be in 
two lanes, rather than one as at present. The diverted 
northbound traffic on the westbound McKinley- Street 
approach will also have two lanes. This increase in capa¬ 
city is offset somewhat by a small increase in the left 
turn from westbound McKinley Street to southbound Main 
Street. 

Main Street/Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega Avenue : The Main 
Street/Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega Avenue intersection AM and 
PM peak hour ILV’s would be greatly reduced if the north- 
south/east-west one-way couplets were implemented. Existing 
congestion and delays would be eliminated. However, with 
the north-south one-way couplet only alternate the.PM peak 
hour ILV is about equal to the existing. The elimination 
of the left turns on Main Street is offset by a large 
increase in the left turn volume from westbound Sebastopol 
Avenue to southbound Main Street. These additional left 
turn vehicles now turn left at Petaluma Avenue. 

Main Street/Burnett Street: The ILV is reduced by both 
couplet alternates. However, the existing ILV is low, 
and no significant delays occur at this intersection. 

Petaluma Avenue/Burnett Street: The one-way couplets in¬ 
crease this intersection's existing ILV, due to the shift 
of northbound traffic from Main Street to Petaluma Avenue, 
and eastbound traffic from Bodega Avenue-Sebastopol Avenue 
to Burnett Street. The ILV is increased significantly by 
the north-south east-west couplets, but even with this 
increase there would be no significant delay at this inter¬ 
section . 

Petaluma Avenue/Sebastopol Avenue: At this intersection 
the PM peak hour ILV is reduced significantly with the 
north-south/east-west couplets. However, with the north- 
south couplet only, the AM peak hour ILV is more than the 
no build, and the PM peak hour ILV is the same as the no 
build, because the elimination of the left turn from west¬ 
bound Sebastopol Avenue is offset by the increase in the 
northbound Petaluma Avenue volume. 

198 5 ILV's: Table II below gives the estimated ILV's for 
year 19857 Since 1985 traffic volumes were not furnished, 
these ILV's were obtained by projecting the year 1979 ILV's 
(Table I), using the average annual peak hour traffic growth 
rate on Routes 12 and 116 at the Main Street/Sebastopol 
Avenue intersection for the past five years. This projec¬ 
tion assumes that the future average traffic growth rate 
will be the same as in past years, and uniform for all 
intersection traffic movements. Since in reality this will 
not occur, the Table II ILV's are only approximations. 
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TABLE II 


PEAK HOUR ILV FOR YEAR 1985 TRAFFIC 
-5E B a STOP - 


Alternate 



No Build 

North- 

South 

One-way 

Couplet 

North-South 
East-West 
One-way 
Couplets 

Intersection 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Main St./McKinley St. 

980 

1140 

820 

940 

820 

940 

Main St./Sebastopol Ave./ 
Bodega Ave. 

1250 

1400 

1040 

1390 

680 

810 

Main St./Burnett St. 

800 

960 

400 

470 

700 

710 

Petaluma Ave./Burnett St. 

470 

540 

600 

580 

960 

910 

Petaluma Ave./Sebastopol Ave. 

820 

1270 

1040 

1260 

810 

940 


As shown in Table II, all the intersections will operate 
with no significant delays in 1985 with the north-south/ 
east-west couplets alternate. However, the Main Street/ 
Sebastopol Avenue/Bodega Avenue intersection will have 
serious congestion during the PM peak hour for the no 
build and north-south couplets alternates. The Petaluma 
Avenue/Sebastopol Avenue intersection will also have 
congestion during the PM peak hour for the no build and 
north-south couplet alternates. 


III. ROUTE SPEEDS 

The peak hour and off-peak traffic speeds shown in Table 
III are based on PM peak hour and off-peak tachograph 
runs made on September 20, 1979. 
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TABLE III 


1979 TRAFFIC SPEEDS 


Street 

Direction 

Main Street 

Northbound 

Main Street 

Southbound 

Petaluma Blvd. 

Northbound 

Petaluma Blvd. 

Southbound 

Sebastopol-Bodega 

Ave. 

Eastbound 

Sebastopol-Bodega 

Ave. 

Westbound 

Burnett Street 

Eastbound 

Burnett Street 

Westbound 




Average 

Speed, 

MPH 


Peak 

Hour " 

Off-peak 

No 



No 

N-S N-S/E 

Build 

N-S 

N-S/E-W 

Build 

11 

_ 


19 

- 

18 

18 

20 

20 

20 20 

19 

19 

17 

17 

17 17 

17 

- 

- 

21 

- 

12 

12 

- 

14 

14 

9 

9 

11 

11 

11 11 

14 

14 

16 

16 

16 16 

11 

11 

- 

15 

13 


Because of the low peak hour volumes on Petaluma Boulevard, 
there is essentially no difference in the peak nour and of 
peak speeds. In fact, our sample has a higher northbound 
speed during the PM peak hour than in the off-peak period. 

The speeds for Burnett Street were estimated to be two mph 
higher than the Sebastopol-Bodega Avenue speeds. Existing 
trlffic on Burnett Street is very light, with occasional 
short queues, but is periodically delayed by approximately 
the same Main Street queues which cross Sebastopol-Bodega 
Avenue. 


( 
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The estimated 1985 traffic speeds aTe listed in Table IV 
below. 

TABLE IV 

1985 TRAFFIC SPEEDS 


Street 
Main Street 
Main Street 
Petaluma Blvd. 
Petaluma Blvd. 


Direct ion 

Northbound 

Southbound 

Northbound 

Southbound 


A verage Speed, MPH 
Peak Hour Off-peak 

No No 

Build N-S N-S/E-W Build Nj_S N-S/E-jV 

19 


Sebastopol-Bodega Eastbound 

Ave. 

Sebastopol-Bodega Westbound 

Ave. 


7 

9 

13 

12 

4 


Burnett Street 
Burnett Street 


Eastbound 

Westbound 


14 

11 


9 

13 

4 

3 

14 
13 


20 

17 


11 

16 


20 

17 

21 

14 

11 

16 

13 


20 

17 

14 

11 

16 

13 


20 

17 


11 

16 


1Q or traffic speeds were based on the ILV's in Table 
T5 es mS ILV's for the no build and north-south couplet 

SE”isSirHss?!o?i?s:ii" t «*?e!ii™ a Ave»ssr^ 

c- r-o tKp TTV’s for the north-south/east-west couplets alter 
Since the f I h e Lak hour speeds were assumed to be the 

lilt af the off-peak speeds. The 1985 off-peak speeds were 
assumed equal to the existing for all the alternates. 


je, c. 




R. C. HARRISON 

Highway Operations Branch 


RCH:ey 


v 


-6- 






















































■Srof.e .or California 


M e mp r a 


ndum 





Business and Transportation Agency 

EXHIBIT 13 


To R. D. SAYRE 

Branch C 


May 15, 1979 

File: 04-Son-12,116 

PM 9 • 2/9 A',26. 5/27.5 
04225 - 208651 


From : DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

D. T. Cassinelli 


Subject: 


Reference is made to your memo dated 1/3/79 requesting the 
Materials Section's recommendation regarding the structural 
adequacy of the proposed couplets of Routes 12 and 116 
in the City of Sebastopol. 

I. GENERAL 

A. Location & Limits 


The project under consideration, initiated at the request 
of the City of Sebastopol, proposes converting Routes 
12 and 116 into one-way couplets through Sebastopol. 

Route 12 currently carries both east and westbound 
traffic along Sebastopol St. (1 block) and Bodega Ave. 

(1 block). This proposed change would convert these 
2 blocks of one-way traffic westbound. Eastbound Route 
12 traffic would travel High St. one block south, 

Burnett St. 2 blocks east and Petaluma Ave. 1 block 
north, completing this couplet. 

Route 116 currently carries both north and southbound 
traffic along Gravenstein St. and Main St. This pro¬ 
posed change would convert this route into one-way 
traffic southbound. Northbound traffic would travel 
Petaluma Ave. northerly and McKinley St. west, completing 
this couplet. 

The Route 12 couplet would add 0.2 centerline miles 
to the State Highway System; the Route 116 couplet 
would add 0.8 centerline miles. 



R. D. Sayre 
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B. Scope 

The soils- investigation consisted of 6 hand boring 
holes made to determine the thickness and condition 
of the roadway section and the quality of the native 
soil. Skid resistance tests were taken on Petaluma 
Ave. to determine the characteristics of the AG pave¬ 
ment . 

C. Attachments 


Location Map 

Proposed Traffic Routes 

EAL memo dated 2/28/79 and Drawings 7A and 7B, showing 
10-year and 20-year EAL’s 

Standard Soil Sheets 

Skid Resistance Tests. 

EXISTING FACILITIES 

A. Existing Routes 12 and 116 

Route ll6, Gravenstein and Main Streets, transverses 
the downtown area of Sebastopol. The roadway consists 
of 2 traffic lanes with curb parking on both sides^ox 
the street. Railroad tracks run down the center of 
Route ll6, through the most congested section of the 
business area. 

Route 12, the primary east-west thorough fare, crosses 
Route ll6 in the downtown area. The Route 12 roadway 
consists of 2 traffic lanes with parking on both sides 
of the street. 

The roadway surfacing, curbs and gutters on both 
Routes 12 and 116 are in good condition. 

B, City Streets Proposed for Routes 12 and 116 Couplets 


1. Proposed Route 116 for northbound traffic: 
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a. Petaluma Ave. Is In fair condition. The pavement 
is AC. Some sections have PCC curb and gutter, 
but mostly there is only PCC curbs. 

b. Curb and gutter reconstruction was recently under 
way on the west side of Petaluma Ave. between 
Burnett St. and Sebastopol Rd. The existing 

AC surfacing will require some overlay to conform 
to the reconstructed gutter. 

c. McKinley St. is AC and in fair condition. 

2. Route 12 (proposed for eastbound traffic): 

a. High St. has AC pavement. There are some 
failed areas and random cracks. 

b. Burnett St., between High and Main Streets, 
is PCC pavement that has some faulting 
along the ( Joints, slab cracks, and some AC 
patches. East of Main St., Burnett St. has AC 
surfacing with some random cracks and broken 
pavement near Petaluma Ave. 


III. TEST RESULTS 


The results of tests made on samples taken from hand borings 
are tabulated on the attached soil sheet. 

The native soils are composed mainly of fine grain sands 
and clays with Rv of 70 to 74 in 5 of the 6 sites tested. 

One test site had an Rv of 37 for the native soil. Rv of 
the base materials on all test sites ranged from 73 to 8l. - 

IV. TRAFFIC 

The District Transportation Planning Branch has furnished 
Drawings EAL 7A and 7B. These project EAL's for 10 and 
20 years respectively. We converted these EAL's to traffic 
index figures which we consider representative of the 
traffic rerouted along Routes 12 and 116. 

On Route 12, the assigned TI's are 8.0 and 9.0 for the 10- 
and 20-year design periods. 


v 
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On Route 116, the- assigned TI's are 9.0 and 10.0 for the 
10- and 20-year design periods. 

ROADWAY STRUCTURAL SECTION 

A. To evaluate the strength of existing pavements of the 
streets proposed to be incorporated into the State 
Highway System, the following GE factors were assigned 
to the various layers of materials: 

_s£_ 


AC 1.5 

Bituminous mix (oil & rock) 1.2 

Untreated rock base 1.1 

B. Petaluma Ave . (NB one-way traffic) 

Design Factors : 

1. Between Gravenstein & Burnett St. 



TI 

Rv 


GE 

10-yr. 

9 

37 


1.81» 

20-yr. 

10 

37 


2.02' 

Between Burnett St. & Sebastopol 

Rd. 



TI 

Rv 


GE 

10-yr. 

9 

70 


0.86' 

20-yr. 

10 

70 


0.96' 

Existing Roadway 

Structural 

Section: 


0.40* AC x 1.5 gf 


0.60' 

GE 


1.00' Base rock x 

1.1 gf 

1.10' 

. GE 


1.40' 


1.70' 




C. Petaluma Ave. & McKinley St. (NB one-way) 
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1. Between Sebastopol Rd. & Main St. 
' Design Factors: 


TI Rv GE 



10-yr. 9 

70 

0.86-* 


20-yr. 10 

70 

0.96* 

2. 

Existing roadway structural 

section: 



0.15' AC x 1.5 gf 

0.23' 

GE 


0,85' Base rock x 1.1 gf 

0.94' 

GE 


1.00' 

1.17' 


High St. & Burnett St. (EB one- 

way) 


1. 

Between Bodega Ave. & Petaluma Ave. 



Design Factors: 




TI 

Rv 

GE 


10-yr. 8 

70 

0.77' 


20-yr. 9 

70 

0.86* 

2. 

Existing Roadway - High St. 

structural sectii 


0.15' AC x 1.5 gf 

0.23' 

GE 


0.35’ Base rock x 1.1 gf 

0.39' 

GE 


0.50' Subbase x 1.0 gf 

0.50' 

GE 


M 

• 

O 

O 

1.12* 

GE 


3. Burnett St. has PCC pavement in a one block area, 
from High to Main Streets. 

We do not have any information of the thickness 
of the PCC pavement or the type of material under 
the PCC pavement. However, the pavement slabs 
appear sound, but do have minor faulting, some 
AC patches, and some random cracks. 
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4. Existing Roadway (Burnett St. between Main St. and 
Petaluma' Ave.) 

O.IO 1 ' AC x 1.5 gf 0.15‘ GE 

0.35 1 Bituminous treated rock 

x 1.2 gf 0.42* 

0.55* Base rock x 1.1 gf 0.6l 1 


1 . 00 * 


1.18* 


E. Condition of City Streets Proposed as Couplets for 
Routes 12 and life 


The calculated GE's on most of the city streets are higher 
than the State's minimum GE requirement. This is because 
the Rv of the basement soil is very high. However, in most 
cases, the thickness of the AC pavement is less than the 
State's required minimum thickness for a properly designed 
structural section. 

Ihe one block of PCC pavement on Burnett St. shows 
some minor distress. On McKinley St., the fines in the 
AC pavement are wearing away and there are several 
locations where trenching was done, some random cracking 
and a few locations with failed pavement. 

Skid resistance test results are adequate. 

VI. COMMENTS 

The existing City streets appear structurally sound. They 
should continue to serve local city traffic adequately for 
some time. However, routing State highway traffic onto these 
city streets will rapidly accelerate their deterioration, 
unless the structural section is increased to handle this 
additional traffic. 

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Remove all failed areas and repair with 5" of full depth 
AC. Clean and fill the large cracks in the PCC pavement 
on Burnett St. Plane the existing AC surfacing 3/4" deep 
along the lip of existing gutters, tapering to nothing 
6' from the gutter lip. 

Overlay the traveled way with 0.15* AC and taper the 
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overlay to 0.10' at the curb face or gutter lip. 

Asphalt concrete should be Type A, 3/U" maximum grading. 





sv 

IV* • 


D. T. CASSINELLI 
Materials Engineer 

JG/SS:ot 
cc: Files-2 
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CITY jf)F SEBASTOPOL 

CITY iCOUNCIL MINUTES OF May 5, 

REGULAR ADJOURNED MEETING 

\ • W •• ? - 

Place s ' Veterans' Building 

Time : 7:00 p.m. 




1982 (Wednesday) 


EXHIBIT 17 


f 282 High Street 


Mayor Gwen Anderson called the regular adjourned meeting to order at 
7:00 p.m. 


Salute to the Flag was led by City Attorney Dermott. 


ROLL CALL: Present were Councilmen Bob Anderson, Doms, Miller, Nomura 
and Mayor Gwen Anderson 
Staff Present: City Attorney Dermott 

City Engineer Schoch 
Fire Chief Shura 
Police Chief Baker 
City Manager Davis 

Mayor Gwen Anderson reported on the sad passing of the late Police 
Chief, John Ellis. 

APPROVAL OF THE WARRANTS: Councilman Miller moved and Councilman Dorns 
seconded the motion to approve payroll registry of April 30, 1982 in 
total amount of $23,833.44 and warrants in total amount of $267,168.83 
Motion carried -unanimously. 

APPROVAL OF THE-MINUTES: Councilman Bob Anderson moved.and Councilman 
Miller seconded the motion to approve Minutes of April 21, 1982. 

Motion carried unanimously. 

Councilman Miller moved and Councilman Doms 
seconded the motion to approve Minutes of April 26, 1982. Councilman 
Nomura noted, missing is the comment on downzoning by Councilman Doms. 
Councilman Doms stated she did not recall any such specific statement, 
only that the plan is a 20-year plan. Motion carried unanimously and 
Minutes approved as written. 


1. REVIEW, PROPOSED ONE-WAY STREET SYSTEM 


References: Notice of Public Meeting by Caltrans; Final Report, 

Implementation of One-Way Street System prepared by Walter W. 

Laabs, Jr., dated October 1981 

a. Review by Caltrans Representative & City Traffic Consult@&t 

Mr. Milton Louie, Chief of Project Development, Branch C, and 
associates Bob Crockett & Dennis Raddel (Environment Review Sec.) 
were present and reviewed the plan. 

Mr. Louie reviewed background of development of project, with 
City Council in 1978 adopting a resolution asking that the 1-way 
street system be implemented. 

Mr. Crockett reviewed the proposed 1-way street plan, for North- 
South, and advantages. He reported on the existing State highways. 


V 
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1. ONE-WAY STREET SYSTEM, Continued: 


a. Review, Continued: 

there is considerable congestion and overly high accident rates. In 
1979-81, 60 accidents on Sebastopol Ave. with 15 injuries, with 
accident rate of 11.75/M miles; 

450% greater than State average. 

1979-81, 130 accidents on Main St. with 32 injuries, with accident 
rate of 7.5/M miles; 

200% greater than State average. 

The 1-way (North-South) street system increases capacity' and eliminates 
left-turn conflicts. The accident rates then should come back down 
to State-wide average. We are recommending no parking on Sebastopol 
Ave., West of Petaluma Ave. and no parking on South sides of Fannen & 
Walker. If there's no 1-way street system, an alternative is to pro-- 
vide 4 moving lanes on existing highways, by eliminating all parking. 

Councilman Nomura asked how long is the City expected to maintain 
Petaluma Ave.? At one time I understood it was to be 5 years. 

Mr. Crockett replied that's been changed now, and we're no longer 
specifying a set time. Hopefully, as soon as we have funding to re¬ 
pave Petaluma Ave., then we'll take over its maintenance responsibility. 
Could be much earlier than 5 years. 

b. Public Comments 

Mayor Gwen Anderson opened the public hearing. 

Mr. Bruce Wakelee, Pres., Chamber of Commerce, asked what are 
advantages of North-South vs. East-West system? 

Mr. Crockett replied on East-West, streets aren't in as good con¬ 
dition as with North-South, and would require 2 sets of new signals 
instead of 1, as with North-South; and residences along High & Burnett 
would be more impacted by noise, unlike change on Petaluma Ave. The 
process for approval for East-West system would take longer. It's up 
for further consideration and funding in the future. 

Mr. Don Fiori, 7451 Blossomwood Ave., asked if speed limits would 
remain the same? * 

Police Chief Baker replied. Yes, at 25 mph. 

Mr. Ted Cordua, 7225 Hayden Ave., asked at the Post Office, won't 
it be more difficult to cross So. Main St. to reach the post office? 

Can there be some special signing to warn motorists? 

Mr. Crockett replied he'd need to refer that to Police Chief. 

But there will be less traffic there, than now, and it will all be 
going in one direction. It will be safer to use the crosswalk. 
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1. ONE-WAY STREET SYSTEM, Continued: V. 

b. Public Comments, Continued: 

Police Chief Baker added one thing that might be done is to move 
parking back away from pedestrian crossing lane. Also, cars coming 
down Willow won’t be making a left turn, thru the pedestrian cross¬ 
walk, again, making it safer there for pedestrians. 

Mr. Hanafi Russell, Sebastopol Times, asked what is the time 
frame on carrying this out? 

Mr. Crockett replied next steps are reviews by SHIPPO (State 
Historical Office) & Federal agency; then we'll complete our reports. 

It will take 2 months. We’re also awaiting CTC funding. If approved, 

2-3 months for design. Construction to start next Spring. I realize 
that's about 1 year later than you've been told up until now. 

Mr. Walter Laabs, Traffic Consultant, reported City will proceed 
anyway with it's new traffic signal at Petaluma & Sebastopol Avenues 
by next Fall. If Caltrans isn't yet ready, then signals will ini¬ 
tially work as a 2-way signal until Caltrans is ready with the 1-way 
system. 

Mr. Ted Williams, Tidal Wave Car Wash, 795 So. Gravenstein, asked 
what happens with traffic on So. Gravenstein? All this doesn't help 
me. You can't make a left turn from 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. on So. Gravenstein 

Councilman Bob Anderson replied, you're right. All. you can hope 
for later is a traffic signal down your way, in the future. If 
Route E ever goes in, there will be a signal at the intersection of 
So. Gravenstein & Route E, and that will divert some traffic off 
So. Gravenstein. 

Mr. Richard Johnson, 499 Hansen Lane, asked how the 1-way could 
be cancelled if it turns out to be a mistake? 

Mr. Crockett replied if participants (City & State) feel it's a 
mistake, after a year's evaluation, then City Council could ask and 
CTC could act, to cancel it. It is provided for in State Code. 

But it would take both City Council and State acting, to cancel it. 

Mr. Norm Stupfel, 195 No. Main St., stated Sebastopol has be^n 
looking for traffic solution since 1952. He quoted from the 1952 
report complaining then about congestion. I feel the 1-way couplet 
will relieve this mess and make it much safer for pedestrians. 

Mr. Louie added, he felt it would work well. In Eureka, Crescent 
City & Redding, all 3 cities have successfully implemented 1-way 
street systemsin recent years. 

Mrs. Regina Reeves, 330 So. Main, asked how will traffic merge 
into ‘1 lane? 










CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

OF May 5, 1982 page 4 

1. ONE-WAY STREET SYSTEM, Continued: 

b. Public Comments, Continued: 

Mr. Crockett replied, describing the left-tuYn merge lanes at 
Petaluma & So. Gravenstein intersection. 

Mr. Cordua asked how will City fund its share of the cost? 

City Manager Davis replied funds for the traffic signal at 
Petaluma & Sebastopol Avenues are on hand. • 

Mr. Wakelee asked how will trucks make turn move at‘McKinley & 

No. Main Street? 

Mr. Crockett replied there's room. At present, there are 3 lanes. 
Under new plan there's 2, which means wider area for turns. 

Councilman Doms added, also radius can be widened at the curb. 
There's sufficient sidewalk area to allow for a greater radius. 

No one else asking to speak, Mayor Gwen Anderson closed the hearing. 

c. Council Action 

Councilman Miller asked on Petaluma Avenue, is noise a disadvantage 
to residents? 

Mr. Crockett replied there'll only be a slight increase. Not 
enough decibels for residents to notice the difference: 

Councilman Bob Anderson asked regarding merger, will there be a 
physical barrier? 

Mr. Crockett replied. No, we'd prefer to try it first with painted 
zone. 

Councilman Doms asked is the 1 year delay due to money or bureaucracy 
We need this as soon and as desperately as possible. 

Mr. Crockett replied, we could advertise in October, but I don't 
expect that. The delay is due to bureaucracy. 

■*gj. 

Mayor Gwen Anderson stated she only hoped the future City Council 
pursues this. 

Councilman Doms asked didn't the County also set aside funds? 

City Manager Davis replied Yes, in the 1982-83 County budget, 
there's $100,000 for Sebastopol to implement 1-way street system. 

The County has not precisely stipulated what portion of 1-way system 
it should go for. I’ve shown it for now in City's budget as going 
toward reconstruction of Burnett St. (East-West), as that's one of 
the most expensive items. But it could be assigned for some other 
portions, such as traffic signals. 
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1. ONE-WAY STREET SYSTEM, Continued: . 

c. Council Action, Continued: 

Councilman Bob Anderson moved and Councilman Doms seconded the 
motion to reaffirm Resolution No. 3042 adopted October 2, 1978, 
to implement a 1-way .street system and to call upon Caltrans, County 
and all other agencies to cooperate and implement the system as soon 
as possible. 

Voting Aye: Councilmen Bob Anderson, Doms, Miller, Nomura and 
Mayor Gwen Anderson 
Voting No: None 

2. REVIEW OF SIGN ORDINANCE 

References: Memo from Downtown Working Committee dated April 27,- 
1982; Memo from Planning Commission dated April 29, 1982; Excerpt 
from Downtown Working Committee Minutes of April 8, 1982; Memo 
dated February 16, 1982; Memo from Planning Consultant dated 
March 31, 1982; Mayor's letter dated April 29, 1981; Sign Ordinance 
dated 5/18/81; Letter from Chamber of Commerce dated April 29, 1982 

a. Report from Downtown Working Committee 

Mr. Norm Stupfel, Chairman, Downtown Working Comm., reported Com¬ 
mittee is recommending a 6-year amortization for Section 5 of the 
Sign Ordinance, and that it be amended with that. Our vote was 7 to 
1, in favor of amortization. Most of opposition has come from Chamber 
of Commerce. As a past president and 9-year member of ‘Board of 
Directors, I'd like to see Chamber less officious on this and more 
so on improving the business climate. I feel the Chamber poll was 
biased in its format. We ask you to re-instate the 6-year amortiza¬ 
tion clause. 

Mr. Bud Daveiro, member of Chamber Board of Directors & of Down¬ 
town Working Committee, stated all the people I talk to want to 
leave non-conforming signs alone. Many have been in business for 
decades. It's unfair to them to take it down. I don't think the 
Chamber poll letter was biased. 

Mr. Bruce Wakelee, Pres., Chamber of Commerce, stated 90% of 
respondents favor grandfather clause. Chamber Board voted 10 to^.1 
to favor grandfather clause. Amortization will invite numerous 
appeals and litigation. Why would you want to alienate so much of' 
the business community? 

Mr. Ted Williams, 2370 Blucher Valley Rd., stated this was hashed 
over 1 year ago. I'm opposed. One reason is vandalism. Signs less 
than 8' are readily subject to vandals, at Kentucky Fried Chicken, 

Puppy Shack and nearby real estate offices. Keep grandfather clause. 
Amortization adds unnecessary expense to the merchant. 


b. Public Comments 

Mayor Gwen Anderson opened the public comments. 
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TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND LIGHTING 


EXHIBIT 19 


Traffic Manual 


Figure t-1C 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS 

(B«»W mi EitlaatW Avtnj* Daily Traffic - Saa Note 2) 


URBAN_RURAL. 
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